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A Few Years ago... In the following weeks...

Mid April, 2002, a week of abnormally warm weather spread across
Michigan. While most people welcomed the warmer temperatures
after five months of winter, fruit growers were nervous. The early
summer-like temperatures brought over-wintering trees out of
dormancy and promoted early development. This was followed by
several mornings of prolonged freezing temperatures which resulted

Cool, wet, windy weather and another series of freezes combined to reduce the
tart cherry crop by 90% statewide. Because 70% of U.S. tart cherry industry’s
production is located in Michigan, the economic damage was staggering.

Although cherries in storage helped ease the blow, what most people in the tart
cherry and other fruit industries wanted to know was: "Could this happen again?
Are the past 3-5 years of below average yields a fluke or this becoming normal?"

in cold injury and a reduction in crop yield potential.

What information do | need to support strategic decisions, where climate is a driving variable, in tart cherry production?

What are the key questions? What are the impacts of climate scenarios on profitability and financial risk?

 Should a farm 1invest or re-invest (e.g., replace an existing block of trees) in tart cherry production [ Investment Analysis ] The Tart Cherry Investment/Replant Decision Tool has five
recognizing that this is a 20 to 30 year commitment?

components, most of which vary over the 20-30 year planning horizon:
(1) tart cherry yield and fruit quality versus age of tree; (2) price trajectory;
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